gy
to the editorial
. = . J. ¥. Jamzs, or * Editor of the
Biblical Recorder.” - 5
to insure attention, must

bo'2ie mﬁ ‘unications, N O st pitid.
- Z%~ For further particulars see last page.
"~ THE LAW OF NEWSPAPERS.
1 Sabseribers who do not give express notice to
the contrary are considered wishing to continue their
subscription.

2. If the subscribers order the discontinuance of

their papers, the publishers may continue to send

them till all cash charges are paid.

3. If subscribers neglect or refuse to take their pa-
pers from the office to which they are directed, they
are held responsible until they have settled their bill,
and order their paper discontinued.

4. Hﬁ:ﬁhﬂ remove to other places without

$or publisher, and the gaper is sent to the
tm they are held responsible.
5. The courts have decided that refusing to take a

paper or periodical from the office, or removing and
leaving it uncalled for, is **prima facie™ evidence
of intentional fraud.
S ——
The Comparative Influence.
Baptist and Frdobaptist Principles in the

Christian nuture of Children, by Rev. F.

Wilson Editor of The True Union.

The cbristian nature of children !—What
sabject ean be more important or interesting
to ts, to teachers, and to the whole com-
munity ? Children are the hope of the world.
Around them cluster the tenderest affections,
the warmest desires, the brightest anticipations;
whils, by their comparative innocence, their

ding trustfulness, their susceptibility to
good and evil impressions, and the momentous
consequences which must result from their ear-
ly training, they plead for such a nurture as
will best secure their earthly happinass and
their immortal bliss. The claims of society,
and the promptings of affection, unite with the
divine command to make it a sacred duty to
“bring them up in the unurture and admonition
of the Lord”

That religious system, therefore, which pre-
sents the strongest motives, and the most cffee-
toal means fol&iischarging this daty, must ne-
cessarily offer the greatest attractions to parents
and teachers. This honor has beén earnestly
claimed for the doztrine which introduces in-
fints to baptism and membership in Christ’s
church. It has laid its firmest foundations in
this 2 to ntal love. Poetry bas in-
vmw}, l:l::lhnllop::.(i scenes of infant dedication
with the swectest fascinations. Eloquence has
lent its charms to increase the beauty of the
rite, and o cast odium upon these who have
been)falsely charged with forbidding children to
come to Christ by forbidding their baptism-

Says one writer: ““The baptism ot children,
sealing their covenant relation to God, as mem-
bers of his visible church, is a most sacred rite,
which all christian pareuts should gratefully
appreciate; not merely as a religious ceremony,
but as & most precious privilege, and one
fraught, 1f duly improved, with blessings as im-

ishable as the soul, and as lasting as eterni-
t ."

Dr. Payson bas a sermon on the ““Children
of the Cuvenart, the Saviour’s ‘first care;”” and
Dr. Rushaell speaks of Christ as, in baptism,
“bringing children tenderly into his fold;”
and then asks, *‘Is it worthy of your tender-
ness, as & christian parent, to leave them out-
side of the fold when the gate is open,only
waking care to go in yourselfr” These and
similar sentiments are constantly echoed by
Ped tist preachers.

Bmts, on the contrary, are stigmatized as
“|eaving children unrecognized and unprovided
for,” abandoning them to ‘‘thc uncovenanted
mercies of God,” or as ‘“‘telling the church
that after she has lg):;:ln exmted’ hnoe, u;ld tlhedegg
of immortality is uced, her motherly duty
is to copy the instinet of the Nubian Ostrich,
and leave it Aidden in the sand:” a libel, of
which its author, Dr. Bushuell, t to be a-
shamed. Were this true, we should not com-
»lain of the prejudice which it kindles against
us; nor could we blame the maultitude who re-
ject with horror a system which so rudely con-
signed their children to mneglect and ruin. A
doctrine cannot be seriptural which brings forth
such evil fruits. But false and wnjust as it is,
we cannot remain silent. We believe that
this dangerous weapon can be wrested from the
bands of our opponents, and employed against

e :

re powerful motives to win bim
, than those of Pedobaplist.

I Jewillber sary first to state distinet-
ly the difference b

their own les; and it will be our present
design to cﬁ: Baptist principles appeal
more strongl: ;_toﬂn_t_. chm heart, and offer

tween the two o o the-
Soas: bty opposing ot

to be saved, he “must be born again®

g ket 0 o) manis

; after that, obedience
‘Wherever evi-
dences of such conversion appear, ther in
the little child or the grey-haired sinmer, they

: %!!dljlﬂlm baptism, but mot until then.

he Pedobaptist theory is the reverse of this.
Whatever variations there may be a them
they all that the children of believers are
either ““born members -of the church,” or are
“made members by b.gﬂm'“ without faith,
without conversion, without any evidence of
re ion. With us, persenal cheracler is
the only good title to baptism and church-mem-
bership; with them, the accident of their birth
in the flesh is the title. With us, living piety,
real consecration of their hearts to God, is the
first thing we scek for our children; with them,
baptism, a dead form am outward consecration
of the body, is the first thing.

I1l. We will proceed now te-exhibit the prac-
tical tendency of their opposite theories. And
first, we remark that the Pedobaptist has no
advantage over the Baptist, in training his
children.

Notwithstanding all the boasted privileges of
the baptized child, of which we hear so much,
they vanish into air on examination. We ar-

e not now with those who believe that a few

ops of water on the forebead of anuncon-
scious babe, nerates its soul, and who, very
consistently, like the Banner of the new birth
as an experience to be known by certain s'gns
and impressions,” and style it ‘““a perfectly
shocking system of delusions !” Most Protes-
tants agree with us in. rejeoting this absurd no-
tion of the Papists and Puseyites, whiokh-roakes
baptism “a rite of christian magio.”
does not regenerate the cbild, of what advantage
18 it? :

Both parties must admit, that so far as hu-
wan instrumentallity is concerned, the char-
acter of the child must depecd entirely upon
its fraining, including in this not only instruc-
tion, but parental example and guidance. The
beaunty of holiness exhibited in the daily life of
the family, is the most cfficiznt teacher. Much
also depends upon the religious doctrines in-
stilled into the mind ia the teuder hours of
childhood. They will never be forgotten, but
will spring up in after years, cither as the tree
of life, shedding health ard fragrance upon the
soul, or as the poisonous upas, distilling death.
Truth only can benefit the child, buterror will
inflict irreparaple injury.

Now, the great doctrines of the Bible held
by evangelical Pedobaptists, are the same with
those of the Baptists; and, if their respective
systems inlerpose no barrier to the purity, faith
fulness with which those doctrines are taught,
then it is plain that they ‘are at least equal in
this respect. There is nothing in the Baptist
theory to prevent the pious mothers from teach-
ing her little ones the touching stories of the
Bible, the wondrous drama of the Cross—noth-
ing to keep her from .leading them to bow the
knee in prayer, and lisp the sweet nmame of
Jesus, to go to the Sabbath School and house
of God, and, in every way, to receive the best
religious imstruction. There is npothing in it
to prevent, but everythmg (as we shall see
presently) to encourage parents and teachers by
kind words, holy tempers, and affectionate,
gentle manners, to win the children into the
path of peace. What single means of religious
training is the Baptist deprived of, which any
other man possesses? We cannot even imagine
one.

Where now are the vaunted privileges of the
“baptized children?” Ilu the words of Noel —
‘““In no respect do they differ from the unbap-
tized, except that the first bear a name which,
by itself, is delusive and worse than worthless!”
Calling children *‘Christians,” will not make
them so; introducing them into the echurch on
carth, will not insure them entrance into hea-
ven. Ifit did, we could not hasten too eager-
ly to affix the wonder-working *‘seal of the
covenant,” which would open the cclestial gates
for our dear offspring; but heaven is notso
cheaply obtained.

Having thus shown that the Pedobaptist bas
no advantage over the Baptist, we now advance
a step and remark that the reverse is true; that
the Baptist principles have decided advaniages
over those of their ?ponents. The religious
education'of a child depends principally upon
two things—the peculiar doetrines taught, and
the tenderness, earnestness, and prayerful epirit
with which they are tanght. That system is
undeniably the best which presents divine truth
in its purest form, to the young miund, and
which tends to kindle in the parent’s heart th
most intense anxiety for the conversion of his
! In both these respects, we believe
the Baptist theory superior to the other.

In the instruction given to the child, all e-
vangelical christians agree in the following
great truths. That man is a lost sinner; that
““Christ crucified”’ is bis only Saviour. That
yy the

But if it |
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straw within 18 reach, before it will seek safe-

| ty in the ark opened by Divine grace,  One

such crumbling straw is placed by the Pedo-
h;ﬁziuthmthchudlof e:{q i
c e

An opiate is administered by tbis cere- -

mony to ull to sleep the awakencd conscienee,
and to make it feel that its condition is not,
after all, so very dangerous—that it is not
altogether lost,but in & much safer state than

the unbaptized. _
Thisis no vain assertion. It 1s ed by
the Catechisms and Confessions of Fuith used

in the instruction of those childrea, and by
many lamentable facts.

_In the catechism of the Protestant Episco-

Chareh, the second answer which the child

is taught to repeat, contains the words: *
tism, wherein I was made a member of Christ
the child of God, and an inkerilor of the king-
dom of heaven!” If any child believes this
‘absurd statement, it cabnot possibly feelits
need of fuith in Christ. It is safe already, and
and caunot ask *““what shall I*do to be saved?”’
It is effectually shielded against the arrows of
couviction, and made to ecry ‘‘peace, peace,
when there is no peace.”

In the Heidelberg Catechism, (of the Re-
formed Duich Church,) the child is taught
thus, —Ques. 74: ‘‘Are 1nfants also to be bap-
tized?” Anps. “Yes For since they, as well
as the adult, are included in the covenant and
Chwrch of God,and sinee redemtion from sin
by the blood of Christ and the Holy Ghost,
the author of faith, is promised to them, no
less than to the adult; they must, therefore,
by baplism,asa sign of the covenant, be also
admitted into the Christian Church, and be
distinguashed fcom the children of Infildes, &c.”’
In the same catechism, (Ques. 54,) the child

. is taught 10 say—*‘that the Som of God from

the begining to the end of the world, E:hera,
defends and preserves unto himself by bis Spi-
rit and word, out of the whole human race, &
church chosen to everlasting life, agrecin? In
true faith; and that 7 am, and ever shall remain
a living member lhereof!"

It would require an- understanding much
more acute than that of a child, to see how an
individual, already “a living member of the
church of God, chosen to everlasting life,” ean
need repentance or faith, or any other spiritual
change, to make its prospects for heaven more
secure. How could that child dream of flee-
ing from ‘‘the wrath to ecome,’” or feel any
concern whatever about its salvation? Could
there.be a more effectual means devised, than
such instruction, to make it feel perfectly satis _
fied with its condition, although truly “‘without
bope, and without God m the world?”

The Augsburg Confession [of the Lutheran
churcli | teaches, that baptism ought to be ad-
ministered to children, who are thereby dedi-

_cated to God, and received snlo his favor.”—
[Artix.]
Concluded next Issue.

From the Chronicle and Sentinel.

Religious Liber ty---Lord Baltimore.
To the Hon. A. H. Stephens:

Dear Sir: In a speech recently made by
you in the city of Augusta, ] perceive that you
refer to Lord Baltimore, the Catholic fouuder
of Maryland, as having been the first to es-
tablish a government on the principle of reli-
gious freedom, on this continent.

I beg leave respectfully to join issue with
you on this statement, and that for two reasons:
First, because it gives credit to one who does
not deserve it. Second, because it takes away
that credit from one who does descrve it. Lord
Baltimore was not the first to found a free
government, but he never founded such an, one
at ull, nor did any of his successors who inher-
ited hig tiddes. “1T'he pioncer in the cause of
religious liberty, was not a Catholie, but a Bap-
tist ; not Lord Baltimore, but Roger Williams,
the founder of Rhode lsland.

* Whatever might have been the iatentions
of Lord Baltimore or the favorable disposition
of the King, there was no guarantce in the
charter, nor indeed the least Aint of any tolera-
tion in religion, not authorized by the law of
England.””—Hildreth’s U. 8., vol. 1, p. 208.
Nor was the earliest legislation of Maryland at
all more creditable. The *‘ vaunted clause”
for liberty, extended only to professed chris-
tians, sod was introduced by the proviso, “‘that
whatsoever person shall blaspheme God or shall
deny or reproach the Holy T'rinity, or any of
the three persons thereof, sball be punished
with death.””—Baneroft’s U. 8., vol., 1., p.
256. From this we perceive that Jews, now
‘a pumcrous and respectable vortion of our

opulation, and Unitarians, who titute per-
ps the coptrolling element in Ecw England

Society, to say nothing of our Chinese citizens,
of whom there are now some ds, were
all Jiable under this boasted free government,
to the peralty of the axe or of the halter.—
Says the historian first quoted: ** The first
four sections of this eelebrated act (the so-
called Toleration Act) exhibit but litle of a
tolerant spint. Death, with forfuiture of land
and goods, is denounced against all who shall
2 i A - = ® " deny our Saviour
Jesus Christ to be the Son of Gdﬁm
ny the Trinity. Fine, whipping and .
meat, for. the. third ‘ofisncs 'are.-descunced
against all who shall utter any reproachful
words orlpqn?;w the blessed Vir-
; ; 4 OF the

sured for the same, for & vast

m-hﬂvnmm (Baneroft, I1. 454,
e Hilt. 1. 565,) and their daumﬁ-c: peas
/5 the o of sl posible, eksons for bei

favor of toleration, for in Maryland or in Eng-
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! inant party. Indecd, they were once
or twice disfranchised on the very soil whither
they had fled to escape disfranchisement.

‘hete is'mo reason to e that the fall
conception of “ soul liberty’’ had ever occurred
to the mind of either the first Lord Baltimore
ovany of his five successors. ““ It was not
toleration but m y for which Catholics
and Paritans alike sought, while the Church
of England for t{::i munmtelfam of her own su-

remacy, strugg inst - both.”’—
fﬁld l.y’104. ¢4 P:l?cy, yit i.:"evidem bad &
much larger share in the enactment of this act,
(the Toleration Act,) than any enlightened
view of the rights of opinion, of which, indeed,
it evinces but a very limited and confused idea.
Now, that the Puntans were triumphant in
New England; an exclusive Catholic colony
would not have been tolerated for 8 moment.—
The sole chance of securing to Catholics the
quiet enjoyment of their faith, consisted in be-
stowing a like liberty on the Protestants—a
policy indeed upon which Lord Baltimore had
found it mecessary to mact from the very first
planting of the colony.—Hild. I, 348. The
italics are not those of the historian.

Such, my dear sir, is the testimony of histo-
ry, with regard to the much boasted freedom
,of the government 1nstituted by the' Catholic
founder of Maryland. | koow that bistorians,
and even those from whom I have quoted,
catching the popular breath, sometimes speak
of bim ** as the first to establish religious liber-
ty ;’* bat these very bistorians modify these ex-
pressions, ah.! indeed cancel them, by narrating
the facts above sqLEorth—-faeta which invali-
date his claims and tiiose of all bis successors.
Whatever landations may be_indulged in by
those disposed to favor Lord Baltimore, their
own evidence when sifted, will show thaé there

and the facts to which they testify.

The following account of Roger Williams
on the otber band, will show that he under-
stood the theory of religious liberty, in all its
plenitade and glory, as well at that early peri-
od as the most enlightened of the present day.
He protested ghat ‘‘ magistrates are but the
agenls of the people, or its trustees, on whom
no spiritual power in matters of worship can
ever be conferred ;’’ ** that their power extends
only to the bodies and goods and outward es-
tate of men.—Ban. 1.371. *‘In the capacious
recesses of his mind, he had revolved the na-
tage of intolerance, and he and ke alone, had
arrived at the great principle, which is its sole
effectual remedy. He announced bis discove-
.ty vnder the simple proposition of sanetity of
conscience. The ecivil magistrate should res-
trein erime, but never control opinion, should
punish guilt, but never violate the freedom of
the soul. The doctrine contained within itself
an entire reformation of theological jurispru-
dence ; it would blot from the statute book the
felony of non-conformity ; would quenech the
fires that porsecution bad so long %ept bura-
ing ; would repeal every law compelling atten-
dance on public worship ; would abolish tithes
and all forced contributions to the main-
tenance of religion ; would give an cqual
protection to every form of religious faith ;
would never suffer the authority of the eivil
government to be enlisted against the mosque
of the Mussulman, or the altar of the fire-wor-
shipper, against the Jewish Synagogue or the
Roman Cathedral.
sertion of these views, Roger Williams never
changed his position ; the sanetity of conscience
was the great temet which with all its conse-
quences he defended as he first trod the shores
of New England, and in his extreme old age
it was the last pulsation of his heart.”’—Ban-
eroft, 1, 367-8. ol

“ He was the first person in modern chris-
tendom, to assert in 1its plenitude the doctrine
of frecedom of consciencu, the equality of opin-
iops before the law; and in its defence, be
was the harbinger of Milton, the precursor and
superior of Jeremy Taylor.”-~Baneroft, J, 376.
The voice of Williams in favor of liberty was
heard in New England in 1631 ; which was
before Lord Baltimore’s patent was granted ;
“when Milton was but 28 years of age, and Tay-
lor but 18.  Williams® great idea of what he
called “ soul liberty’” was st that time, says
Hildreth, ** wholly novel” vol. 1, p. 223. Nov-
el indeed it may bave been, outside of the little
Baptist world,, but there were many of that
faith and order besides Williams, who were
imbued with' the spirit of liberty. Indeed, it
was not Williams who produced the ista ;
the Baptists produced Aim. They were not
the exponent of Ais views, but he of theirs.—
Said the popglq,of Rhode i, in their in-
structions to him, when he went to England to
apply to Charles II. for a charter, ** plea
case in such sort as we may not be compelied
to exercise any civil er over men’s con-
scieneces ; we do not it no less than a point

¢ oruelty.” These imstructions are
‘Mass. Hist.; Coll. xvii. 85. ** The

were alike liable to persecution from

is but little harmony between their applause,
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« tentionally.
to feel sure that you wo
- misrepresent, and that if you have inadvertent- .
80, no one will be more ready to '
the matter than
probably be read by tens of thousan
wrong impression made by your remark must

‘ be neral.
* bitmg:umy;

_ ly done

| the effort that 1 have made, so to

only

“issue

g >

these two claimants) puta

were : :
! ot s b y We ol
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Dot » question of time, (as between
uta question of fack. I'|"Arm 1o

1 know en of your charaster _gects.” : ot el > fined
" goglapiac wilfally ‘|. 3;’“

»aud the |

ourself. Your

People confiding in yourba- | v 1S
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rely on your statements, and will thus be more | " wet. S

easily misled. Noris it a trifling matter—
There are in the State of Georgia some seven-
ty or eighty thousand Baptists, sctual commu-
nicants, to say nothing of their friends and ud-
berents, all of whom are, more or less interes-
ted in the point at issue. :
not wish to do the denomination injustice, by |

I know that you do

denying its lawful claims to b distine-
tion{ agd to the gntjtl:il: o? tl‘:‘; f’d. I con- | Augusts was strictly
fidently believe, therefore, that you will second | ':.mbmh:.gr

=

matter before the public, as that all may be

point in question- being purely bistorical, and
one of great interest 1o the denomimation of

lace this

able to *‘ give honor to whom honor is due.” B“--‘&’“ﬂ o !
I will'only say farther, that I express nei- m;:i::i that your re; ntation |
ther approval nor disapproval of any sentiment | I . "‘“‘mﬂu J
or statement in gonr speech other than the one fn m*e“w o g
~above discussed. Being a Minister of the | ° no man, when it
Gospel, 1 deem it incompatible with my pro- | * 18 above adduced.
fessionr-to take any active part in politics, and M -t tde i
hereby uttérly disclaim any public connection “ﬁ s ﬁmnﬂlnu
with the same, in sny way whatever. The on you to point me,

ipse dixit of those who ite his
inferences and votions ~lalae rom.

Christians to which 1 beloag, comes quite Jo- | yp "renect S0C, Katins ety Celusseins

gitimately within my sphere.
With great respeet, I am, sir,

LaGrange, Ga., June 14th, 1855.
Lord Baltimore---Roger Williams.

‘the mature of the case admi Re
only evidence that the eourt

Your obedient servant, ion will receive. No

H. H. TUCKER.

! When a
CrawrorpviLLE, Ga., June 25th, ’55. - g e
To Rev. H. H. Tucker, iaGrauge :’, Pmmlnent‘ I tl.:ir ur own,
Dear Sir: Ibave seen your letter address- ml R smi it s bllr“dmh
‘ed to me in the Chrovicle & Sentinel of the 22d respectfally to st,) as

inst., which scems to look foran answer, and
in sending itl shall resort to the same medium
of communication adopted by
1ssue you joiu with me about
amounts to notbing.
in Augusta is strictly true, as | understand the
history of the country. The Catholic colony
of Maryland, organised under the auspices of
Lord Baltimore was the first “to establish

the principle of free toleration in religious chrofio iﬂ’lt, l‘i a8 h
worship”” on this continent. What you say abt—the “8&?
of Roger Williams is equally true- He was | o0 m"“""‘.m ki F

the first champion of the principle.
proclaimed the principle as early as 1631—
perbaps earlier; and for his own religious
opinions was driven from Massachusetts in | |
65 or

foundsr of the colony of Khode Island, which | Sivoe eiand o¢ e ¥
contained iu its charter granted some years af- " I Balti ; s

ter a guaranty that *‘ nene were to be molest-
ed for any difference of epinion in religions
matters.”’
this principle was established and protection
afforded to all persecuted seots elsewhere, was
founded in 1634, before Williams left Massa-
chusetts. Williams is entitled to the honor of
being the first to advoeate and proclaim the
principle as an individual. For this Phave re-
peatedly given him full credit in my
But the colony was the first to eéstablish and
ive practical effect to the principlé'in her eivil
In making this statement, it was not.
my purpose to do the least injustice to Wil-
li-.m:;:\m name should be held in sacred
remembrance, nor wag it my purpose
to become lh’e ** defender gpromiln’.’.l_n
some (not youmr,) are pleased to stile me,
but to defend that same prineiple which Ro-
or Williams deserves so much bosor for
ing the first to
ty,” as be ealled it, which he was the
of in modern times, which now lies at
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